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Abstract of thesis entitled (English): 
This study explored how consumers form attributions on corporate social 
responsibility (CSR) activities. First, this study proposed attribution as a mediator of 
the relationship between CSR activities and consumer response, which was 
operationalized as affective, cognitive and behavioral components. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that consumers who attribute a company's CSR activity to 
non-self-serving reasons will (a) have a higher level of trust towards the company [the 
cognitive component]; (b) form more favorable attitude toward the company 
[affective]; and (c) engage in more purchasing behaviors [behavioral]. Questionnaire 
study results showed that attribution did affect level of trust and attitude towards the 
organizations, but it did not increase purchasing behavior. Second, it was 
hypothesized that consumer attributions would be affected by five factors, namely: 
distinctiveness, consensus, consistency, amount of cost, and amount of promotion of 
the CSR activities. It was found that only consistency, amount of cost and amount of 
promotion affected CSR attributions, for which respondents were more likely to 
attribute a CSR activity as altruistic when the company had a long history of CSR 
[consistency], when the amount of resource invested is large [cost], and when the 
amount of promotion associated with the CSR is small [promotion]. Theoretical 
implication, managerial implication, and limitation of the study were discussed. 
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Abstract of thesis entitled (Chinese): 
這硏究的目的有二，一是探討歸因過程(attribution process)會否影響顧客理解及 









是否長期舉辦（consistency)�是否投入大量資源（amount of cost)及有否對活動 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
The concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR) has gained popularity in 
organizations. It is a new philosophy of operating a business, stating that profit 
making should not be the only focus of an organization, but rather, an organization 
should also be responsible for social issues, such as environment protection, 
affirmative actions for minority groups, etc. As organizations are paying more 
attention to this aspect, it is worthwhile to examine the impact brought by such kind 
of organizational behavior. 
Definition of CSR 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a broad concept. It is closely tied with 
another concept in business literature, the stakeholder theory. In recent decades, there 
was a debate over the management practices an organization should adopt. Two 
theories evolved, namely, shareholder theory versus stakeholder theory. 
The shareholder theory states that an organization should only be responsible for 
its shareholders. In other words, the main goal of an organization is to maximize its 
profit legally. In contrast, the stakeholder theory assumes that an organization should 
consider the consequence of its practices and actions on all the affected populations, 
including shareholders, consumers, employees, the environment, the community, etc., 
even at the expense of its profitability (Smith, 2003). As the stakeholder theory gained 
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attention, a broader concept of corporate social responsibility, CSR, emerged. 
CSR is defined as ‘a company's commitment to minimizing or eliminating any 
harmful effects and maximizing its long-run beneficial impact on society' (Mohr, 
Webb & Harris，2001). Under this conceptualization, a wide range of organizational 
behavior can be regarded as socially responsible. Carroll (1991) categorized CSR into 
four dimensions, namely, economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic. Economic 
responsibilities refer to the corporate role to make acceptable profit. Legal 
responsibilities refer to the organization compliance with rules and regulations stated 
in the law. Ethical responsibilities consist of practices and actions that are expected or 
forbidden by social norms, which may not be included in the law; examples include 
promoting workforce diversity, banning child labor and minimizing harm to 
environment during production processes. Lastly, philanthropic (discretionary) 
responsibilities embrace corporate behaviors that contribute to community and human 
welfare proactively, such as donating to charity and supporting health program. In this 
study, the last kind of CSR, discretionary activities, would be focused as it is the 
major center of attention of CSR researches. 
Consequence of CSR 
Many researches were done to find out the consequence of CSR on different 
stakeholder groups such as employees, customers, the non-profit organizations, etc. 
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One particular audience group, consumers, would be the focus of the present study. 
Customer responses to CSR include evaluation of the organization (e.g., Brown & 
Dacin 1997)，purchase intention (e.g., Greyer and Ross, 1997) and so on. This study 
addressed the underlying mechanism of CSR's effect on consumer responses, which 
could be divided into affective, cognitive and behavioral components. 
The effect of CSR on affective and cognitive components of consumer responses 
One stream of CSR research investigated the effect of CSR on the affective (e.g., 
consumer loyalty) and cognitive (e.g., organization evaluation) components of 
consumer responses towards the company. In this regard, research findings were not 
consistent. Some found that CSR activities would lead to positive consumer responses 
to the company (e.g., Brown & Dacin，1997); some found no significant impact (e.g., 
Holmes & Kilbance，1993); and still, some discovered that the effect is contingent on 
other variables (e.g., Dean, 2003). In the following sessions, these findings would be 
reviewed. 
Positive consumer responses, including favorable organizational evaluation, 
loyalty to the company and so on, were found by many researchers. Using scenario of 
hypothetical bath soap and athletic shoes products, Auger, Burke, Devinney and 
Louviere (2003) found that ethical CSR activities (e.g., no child labor，no test on 
animals) increased organizational evaluation. In another study (Brown & Dacin, 
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1997), correlations between CSR and organizational evaluation were found to be .26 
and . 18 for hypothetical and actual manufacturing company and products scenarios 
respectively. Such positive effect of CSR on organizational evaluation was found to 
be moderated by individual sensitivity towards CSR (Sen & Bhattacharya，2001), in 
which CSR activities leaded to favorable evaluation only for those who are sensitive 
to CSR issues. Moreover, it was found that different types of CSR behavior might 
have different effects (Folkes & Kamins, 1999). People were found to be particularly 
against the use of child labor, which in turn severely decreased the brand attitudes. 
Also, pro-social CSR behavior (e.g., hiring minorities) leaded to a more positive 
attitude towards the firm than 'avoidance' practice (e.g., refraining from hiring 
children), though both are ethical in nature. 
Besides enhancing organizational reputation, CSR could also increase consumer 
loyalty. Berger and Drumwright (1998) found that CSR activities would increase 
customer loyalty to the company through enhancing their identification with the 
organization. Moreover, CSR was found to have the buffering effect in company crisis 
(Klein & Dawar, 2004). In their study, hypothetical CSR information and news of 
environment pollution done by a fictitious oil company were presented to shoppers in 
the mall, and it was found that positive CSR history could have a halo effect that help 
minimizing the impact of the crisis on company's evaluation. 
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In contrast, CSR was also found to have no significant impact on consumer 
reaction towards the organization. Holmes and Kilbane (1993) found that the promise 
of donating to charity did not affect attitude towards the company. Bergen and 
Cunningham (1996) and Lafferty (1996) (both cited in Mohr et al.，2001) also found 
that cause-related advertisements (e.g., donating lOcents to a charity for every 
purchase) did not affect the organizational evaluation significantly. 
In recent researches, the effect of CSR on consumer responses to the company 
was found to be even more complicated. Dean (2003) discovered that the image of the 
organization played a role. For irresponsible firms, they could benefit an increase in 
reputation from both unconditional (e.g., donate a sum of money to charity) and 
conditional (e.g., make donation for every purchase) donations. Average and 
scrupulous firms also benefited from unconditional donations, but scrupulous ones 
would suffer a decrease in their reputation for making conditional donations. 
The effect of CSR on behavioral component of consumer responses 
Similar to the research findings of CSR effect on consumer responses to the 
organization, mixed results were found for the CSR effect on customer behavioral 
responses. In this regard, behavioral responses were mainly studied as purchasing 
intention and behavior. Some researchers found that CSR would increase purchase 
intention (e.g., Greyer & Ross，1997) while others found that the purchase intention 
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would not be affected by CSR activities (e.g., Osterhus, 1997). 
In their questionnaire study, Greyer and Ross (1997) found that consumers would 
reward CSR of the company through purchasing behavior; and although they would 
still purchase products from unethical companies, they demanded a lower price in 
order to punish them. Auger et al. (2003) also reported that customers were willing to 
pay more for goods that were produced under ethical production process (e.g., no 
animal testing). In Mohr and colleagues' (2001) paper, they reviewed a number of U.S. 
survey results and found that 46% to 66% of the respondents would switch brand due 
to CSR consideration; 30% to 49% stated that CSR is the primary consideration for 
purchasing behavior; and 54% would try the new brand if that company displays CSR 
activities. Lichtenstein, Dmmwright and Braig (2004) did another field survey in four 
food chain stores and found that when the company made donation to non-profit 
organization, customers would increase their identification with the company and 
hence increase their purchasing behavior. 
However, many other studies found the opposite result that CSR would not affect 
consumers' purchase intention. Osterhus (1997) administered survey to 1000 U.S. 
households and found that the positive attitude towards CSR did not necessarily 
translate into buying behavior. Mohr and Webb (2005) also discovered that in 
determining purchasing behavior the price of the product had a greater effect than 
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CSR. Carrigan and Attalla (2001) conducted focus group interviews and found that, 
the price of the product, the image and the fashion of the brand were more important 
than CSR activities in affecting purchase intention. Type of industries also played a 
role. For example, the purchase of clothing was reported to be less affected by CSR 
than the purchase of food was. 
Complicating the findings, many variables were found to serve the role of 
moderator in the relationship between CSR and purchase intention. For example, 
individual sensitivity of CSR would moderate the effect of CSR. Consumers who 
were more aware and had more support to CSR were found to be more affected by 
company's CSR records (Mohr et al.，2001; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001). The 
perception of responsibility also exerts an effect. It was found that if consumers 
perceive having responsibility for the social issue (e.g., 'the feel that I am also 
responsible for environment protection'), their purchase intention would be more 
affected by CSR behavior (Osterhus, 1997). Moreover, the perceived influence of own 
behavior was also found to moderate the effect of CSR on purchase intention. If 
consumers think that their buying behavior could make a difference to the society or 
the company, they would be more likely to support companies having CSR (Mohr et 
al., 2001). 
8 
Besides, negative CSR reputation was found to have more salient effect than 
positive CSR reputation (Carrigan & Attalla，2001; Greyer & Ross, 1996; Mohr & 
Webb, 2005; Mohr et al.，2001; San & Bhattacharya, 2001). In other words, 
consumers might not support company displaying CSR through purchasing, but they 
would punish the company for not being ethical through boycott. The effect of lacking 
CSR activities is so salient that even it is in the form of omission (e.g., lack of support 
to environment protection) rather than commission (e.g., doing harm to the 
environment), it would still decrease consumer purchase intention (Sen & 
Bhattacharya, 2001). In another study, Mohr and Webb (2005) found that price was 
the major determinant of purchase intention, and such price effect would be even 
greater when the company has poor CSR history. That is, consumers would demand 
lower price if the company behave unethically. Similar result was found by Greyer 
and Ross (1996). In their study, scenario of cereal manufacturer was used and the 
manufacturer was described as having either ethical or unethical production processes. 
And it was reported that participants were not willing to pay more for the ethical 
company, but they requested lower price for the unethical firm. 
Attribution as underlying mechanism 
From the previous two parts of literature review, it could be seen that research 
findings regarding the impact of CSR activities on consumer responses remained 
9 
inconsistent. This study aimed at addressing the mixed results found. In particular, 
attribution theory was proposed as the underlying mechanism to explain the 
inconsistent findings. 
Attribution is the process by which an individual infer the cause of an event. In 
the context of CSR, attribution refers to consumers' inference of the cause for the 
organization to perform CSR behavior. In the literature, only a few studies addressed 
the relationship between attribution and CSR effects. For example, Mohr et al. (2001) 
reported that there were about one-third of their interviewees interpreted the motives 
for company to do CSR as egoistic, that is, they thought that organization behaved 
ethically due to self interest. In another study, Webb and Mohr (1998) also found that 
some respondents in their in-depth interviews were highly skeptical of company's 
motive of making cause-related donation (i.e., donation base on every purchase). 
However, these studies did not examine the mechanism of how respondents made 
such attribution, or whether such attribution would affect participants' responses 
toward the organization or the products. Addressing the latter question, Dean (2002) 
derived a structural equation model of charitable event sponsorship by organization. 
He found that attribution mediated the effect of sponsorship on consumers' perception 
of corporate community relation. But again, in this study the mechanism of how 
respondents made the attribution was not investigated. Moreover, only one kind of 
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CSR activity (sponsorship) and one outcome variable (community relation) were 
examined, which might affect its generalizability. Observing such limitation in the 
existing research, the present study would investigate both the mechanisms of (1) how 
attribution affects consumer responses and (2) how such attribution regarding CSR 
activities is made by consumers. 
Effect of attribution on consumer responses 
CSR activities can be conceptualized as helping behavior at organization level. 
Attribution of helping behavior at individual level was well studied. In general, 
attribution of a person's underlying motive to do helping behavior can be classified as 
altruistic or egoistic. The purpose of altruistic motivation is to increase welfare of 
other people; while that of egoistic motivation is to address own self interest (Martin, 
1994). Such attribution was found to affect the responses to the actor. For example, 
Eastman (1994) discovered that if employees' organizational citizenship behavior 
were interpreted as ingratiation (egoistic motivation), their performance appraisal 
ratings and amount of bonus received would be reduced. Alternatively, attribution of 
such behavior as altruistic motivation would have a positive effect on supervisory 
decisions. 
Though CSR activities are organizational behavior, researches in attribution and 
consumer responses (e.g., Folkes, 1984) suggest that people use similar attribution 
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process at both individual and organizational level. As a result, it is sensible to deduce 
that consumer would also try to attribute CSR activities as altruistic or egoistic, and 
this attribution would affect consumer responses. 
Hi: When the CSR activity is attributed to altruistic motivation, there would be a 
positive effect on consumer responses; whereas when the motivation of performing the 
CSR activity is interpreted as egoistic, there would be negative impact on consumer 
responses. 
Mechanism for making attribution 
Besides investigating the mediating role of attribution in the relationship of CSR 
activities and consumer responses, it is also of theoretical and practical importance to 
examine how people make altruistic or egoistic attribution regarding CSR activities 
done by organizations. As there was no previous research address this question, a pilot 
qualitative questionnaire study was carried out to have initial exploration. In the 
questionnaire, the concept of CSR was introduced, and the participants were asked to 
list the criteria that they used to make attribution of CSR activities. The questionnaire 
is attached in Appendix 1. 
Forty-five participants were recruited (19 males and 26 females, 88.9% were 21 
to 25 years old, all were degree holders) via researcher's personal network. From 
these 45 set of answers, a total of 221 statements were collected. Based on their 
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meanings, these 221 statements were categorized into groups, with statements having 
similar meaning were put into the same category. Among these 221 statements, five 
categories emerged, which lead to the proposal of a five-dimension model. In the 
following, each dimension would be discussed in detail. 
Consensus. From participants' responses, the inference of the cause of CSR was 
contingent on consensus, the extent to which other people also do the same thing. 
Participants stated that, if other organizations also have similar CSR activities, 
attribution would less likely be made to altruistic motivation (Sample responses 
include ‘see if other organizations also have similar activities.'). This dimension, 
emerged from participants' responses, is also one of the elements of the classic 
Kelley's attribution model (1971). This classic model stated that, if consensus is low, 
that is, if other people behave dissimilarly, people would be more likely to attribute 
the cause of the behavior to the person. As a result, from both the pilot study and from 
the framework of Kelley's attribution model (1971), the following hypothesis was 
made. 
H2： When people think that the target organization is among the few that perform 
CSR activities (i.e., low consensus), people are more likely to make an altruistic 
motivation attribution. 
Distinctiveness. Distinctiveness, the second element of Kelley's attribution 
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model, was also suggested by participants in the pilot study. Distinctiveness is the 
extent to which the actor behaves the same way towards other entity. A low 
distinctiveness implies the actor behaves the same way towards many different 
entities, which would make people more likely to make attribution to the actor. 
Similarly, if organization conducts an extensive range of CSR activities (e.g., towards 
different target groups), consumers would be more likely to attribute the motive as 
altruistic. (Sample responses include \.,ifit has a broad range of activities and 
services, a lot of people are benefited. ‘ '...and the companies showed their social 
responsibilities across different aspects but not only one or a couple of charities.，) 
Hs： When the target organization performs an extensive range of CSR activities 
(i.e., low distinctiveness), people are more likely to make an altruistic motivation 
attribution 
Consistency. The final element in Kelley's model of attribution, consistency, was 
also mentioned in the pilot questionnaire study. Consistency is the extent to which the 
actor behaves the same way across different times. A high level of consistency means 
that the actor always behave the same way across times, and attribution would more 
likely to be made towards the person. Translating this to CSR context, consistency 
across time embraces the history of CSR performed, the frequency of performing the 
CSR activities, and so on. (Sample responses include ‘If the companies have histories 
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of doing these activities consistently. ‘ 'See how often the program will be held' ‘Look 
at the factor of time, whether it is a one-time event, or over a long period; the factor 
of regularity is also important.，). 
H4: When the target organization consistently engages in CSR activity (i.e., high 
consistency in time), people are more likely to make an altruistic motivation 
attribution. 
Amount of cost. Besides the three dimensions in Kelley's attribution model 
mentioned above, there were other dimensions mentioned in the pilot questionnaire 
study. One is the amount of cost associated with the CSR activities. It was pointed out 
that if the amount of cost invested in the CSR activities was high, consumer would be 
more likely to make attribution to altruistic motive. The amount of cost could be 
monetary cost, and the investment of manpower (e.g., involvement of staff). (Sample 
responses include 'Look at the amount of resources inputted for those actions ‘ 
'Besides putting money, they would have their employees to be the volunteers in their 
activities. I think they are altruistic as they really input so much effort and resources.‘ 
‘".their donation is small compared to their profit') 
H5： When the perceived amount of cost associated with the CSR is high, altruistic 
motivation attribution would more likely be made. 
Amount of promotion. In the questionnaire study it was also pointed out that the 
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more the organization promotes and advertises about the CSR done, the more likely 
the consumer attribute the motivation as egoistic. (Sample responses include '...they 
seldom use this fact to promote their brand image. ‘ 'Some companies do the CSR 
without any promotion, they are really altruistic. ‘ 'See if they make promotion about 
their contribution endlessly. ‘ 'The higher the profile they make, the less altruistic they 
are.') 
He： When the organization does not heavily promote its achievement in CSR, 
altruistic motivation attribution would more likely be made. 
In summary, it is proposed that ^Nhen the CSR activity is attributed to altruistic 
motivation, there would be a positive effect on consumer responses (Hi). And whether 
such altruistic attribution would be made depend on the following criteria: when there 
is low consensus (H2), low distinctiveness (H3) and high consistency (H4) in 
organization performing CSR activities, altruistic motivation attribution would more 
likely be made. It is also expected that when the perceived amount of cost associated 
with the CSR is high (H5), and when the amount ofpromotion of the CSR done is low 
(He), altruistic motivation attribution would more likely be made. 
Inter-relationships between dimensions 
Proposed in Kelley's attribution model (1971), the dimensions Consensus, 
Distinctiveness, and Consistency should be independent from each other. For Amount 
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of cost, it is logical to deduce that the perceived amount of cost invested in the CSR 
activities would be affected by Distinctiveness and Consistency. 
Hy： When consumers perceive that the company perform CSR activities towards 
more target groups (i.e., lower Distinctiveness), they would perceive a higher Amount 
of cost associated with the CSR activities. 
Hg： When consumers perceive that the company perform CSR activities for a 
longer time (i.e., higher Consistency), they would perceive a higher Amount of cost 
associated with the CSR activities. 
Other potential variables affecting consumer responses 
As consumer response is such a broad concept, there are a lot of potential 
variables which would have effect on it. However, as it is out of the scope of the 
present study, only major potential variables were identified. Reviewing the literature 
of CSR, it was found that one variable was often studied in this regard, which is 
product attributes. Product attributes refer to the evaluation of the product qualities, 
which was found to affect consumer responses directly. For example, Brown and 
Dacin (1997) discovered that product attributes would affect consumers' evaluation of 
the organization. Heir, Kardes and Kim (1991) also found that product attributes 
would have an effect on brand evaluation. Moreover, Folkes and Kamins (1999) 
found that purchasing intention was affected by product attributes. Although this 
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variable was not the main focus of the present study, it would also be taken into 
analysis. The final proposed model is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Proposed model. 
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Chapter 2. Method 
Participant 
Invitation emails were sent to all university students via the University mass 
mailing system, in which students were asked to join the study by filling an online 
questionnaire. Two hundred and fifty students were recruited as participants. However, 
after the validation of the questionnaire only 192 data sets were utilized. Among the 
192 participants, 132 were female and 60 were male. Ninety-five percent of them had 
an education level of university degree or higher, while 90.6 percent were under the 
age of 25. 
Scenario 
Real organization was chosen to be the case. The organization was chosen based 
on the result of another pilot study. In this pilot study, 49 participants (24 males and 
25 females, mean age of 23, all were degree holders) were invited to fill in a 
questionnaire via the personal network of the researcher. In the questionnaire 
participants were required to answer two questions. The first one asked them to give 
ratings of overall corporate image (using 7-point Likert scale) to 23 famous Hong 
Kong and International organizations; while the second question required the 
participants to indicate whether they knew about the CSR done by these 23 
organizations. The questionnaire can be viewed in Appendix 2. After collecting these 
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data, the organization as study case was chosen based on the following criteria: (1) the 
company had a mean image score lied in the middle range of the scale; (2) the 
company had a dispersed image scores; and (3) CSR done by the company were 
recognized by participants. Adhering to these criteria, McDonald's was chosen as the 
real case in the present study, as it had a mean image score of 4.16, standard deviation 
of 1.375, and 91.8% of participants knowing its CSR. The result is shown in detail in 
Appendix 3. 
Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was composed of three parts. In the first part, the study was 
briefly introduced and McDonald's was introduced as the case of the study. In the 
second part, Participants were then asked, with McDonald's as the target organization, 
to fill in various measurement scales related to the proposed model. In this part, all 
items were randomized. Also, four items were presented twice to serve as the check 
items in order to detect unreliable and inconsistent responses. In the last part, 
participants were asked for general demographic information, and they were also 
asked to leave their contact if they wish to participate in the lucky draw. The lucky 
draw was to encourage participation and six participants were chosen randomly to 
receive a HK$500 bonus. 
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Measures 
The measurement scales were either adapted from existing literature or 
developed by the researcher for the present study. The adapted scales were translated 
into Chinese in the questionnaire, and back-translation was done to ensure their 
validities. Moreover, as all the adapted scales used a 7-point Likert scale, such scale 
was also used in the self-developed measurements to maintain consistency throughout 
‘ the questionnaire. All the items can be viewed in Appendix 4. 
Attribution variables. A scale containing 13 items were developed by the 
researcher to measure the independent variables Consensus (three items), 
Distinctiveness (three items), Consistency (two items), Amount of cost (two items) and 
Amount of promotion (three items) associated with the CSR activities done. Three 
steps were taken to develop the scale. First, the concept and definition of each 
variable were studied, and several items were written by the researcher to capture the 
meaning of the variable. Then, the draft was given to colleagues for comments, and 
revision of the draft was done accordingly. Finally the scales were given to thesis 
supervisor for further comments and the final version of the scales was produced. 
Altruistic motivation attribution of CSR. A scale of five items was developed to 
assess the degree of altruistic motivation attribution of CSR made by the participants. 
The development approach of this scale was the same as that mentioned in previous 
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paragraph. 
Product attributes. Berens, van Kiel and van Bruggen's (2005) nine-item scale 
was adapted to measure respondents' perception of product attributes, which the 
Cronbach's alpha value was reported to be .90 (Berens et. al, 2005). Two items were 
excluded as they tapped into the aspect of measuring consumers' feelings to the 
company, which would overlap with the scale assessing consumer responses. 
Consumer responses. Consumer responses can be divided into three components, 
namely, affect, cognition and behavior. The affective component taps consumers' 
feelings towards the company. For the cognitive component, consumers' belief and 
evaluation about the company are embraced. The behavioral component is defined as 
consumers' action towards the organization. Searching the literature, scales measuring 
consumer responses usually assessed these three components collectively, especially 
for the affective and cognitive components. Similar approach was adopted in the 
present study. For the current study three scales were used to measure consumer 
responses. The first one measured Attitude towards company, which was developed 
by Oh and Ramaprasad (2003). It had three items and was reported to have a 
reliability of .70 to .80. The second scale, a five-item scale Trust towards company, 
was developed by Aydin and Ozer (2004) and reported to have a reliability of .856 
(Aydin & Ozer，2004). In the Trust towards company scale, one item was deleted 
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because it was found to be unsuitable for the situation. At the same time, one item was 
found to have double meaning {"This company is reliable because it is mainly 
concerned with the customer 's interests. ") and hence was separated into two items 
("This company is reliable. “ and "This company is mainly concerned with the 
customer 's interests. "). These two scales, Attitude towards company and Trust 
towards company, were to assess both the affective and cognitive components of 
consumer responses. The remaining behavioral component was measured by the third 
scale, Purchase intention. Developed by Berens et al. (2005), it had three items and a 
reliability of .81 (Berens et al., 2005). One item was separated into two items in order 
to better capture participants' purchase intention ("I would purchase this product" 
was separate into '7 would purchase this product within this week" and "I would 
purchase this product within this month "). 
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Chapter 3. Result 
Validity Check 
Validity check was first conducted using the four check items. In the 
questionnaire, four items were picked randomly and presented for the second time in 
the latter part of the questionnaire. To check the reliability and consistency of 
participants' responses, the two responses to the same item was compared. Any 
deviances greater than one in any of the four check items would lead to discard of the 
whole set of data of that participant. After the validity check, 58 set of questionnaire 
were discarded. 
Descriptive statistics 

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Attribution variables. The self developed scales of the attribution variables 
Consensus’ Distinctiveness, Consistency, Amount of cost and Amount of promotion 
were first tested, using conformation factor analysis, to ensure their 
uni-dimensionalities. For model to have good fit, the CFI should be larger than .90 
(Gefen, Straub & Boudreau, 2000). From Figure 2 it can be seen that the model fitted 
well = 123.59, df= 62,p < .001; CFI = .923; NFI = .860; GFI = .903). Hence, the 
uni-dimensionalities of attribution variables were confirmed. 
Consensus 1 .953 广 ~ 
Consensus 2 .460 Consensus 
Consensus 3 • 
Distinctive 1 .768 广 
Distinctive 2 703 ：：： ^ ^ distinctive-
\ ness j 
Distinctive 3 616 X 
1^555 \ 
： \ 
Consistency 1 .729 / \ 689 
Consistency 2 717 I ^ ^ ^ ^ C o n s i s t e n c y j ^ 1 . 
Cost 1 .465 Amount \ 
Cost 2 — .820 coL J 
Promotion 1 K -717 
P r o m o t i o n 8 4 8 of i — ~ … ^ , , ^ — 
\ = = \ oromotion / = 123.59. df = 62. p < .001; 
Promotions V .607 CFI = .923, NFI = .860. GFI = .903 
Figure 2. Uni-dimensionalities of Attribution variables Consensus, Distinctiveness, 
Consistency, Amount of cost. Amount ofpromotion. (All paths were significant at p 
=.05 level.) (For simplicity the error terms are omitted.) 
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Altruistic motivation attribution of CSR. The self developed five-item Altruistic 
motivation attribution of CSR scale was proposed to have two dimensions, namely, 
Genuineness and Benefit. Genuineness was measured by two items, asking whether 
the participants perceive that the company performs CSR truly because they want to 
help the community; while Benefit was captured by three items, asking whether the 
participants think that the company gets any benefit (e.g., improved image) from 
doing CSR. The scores for Benefit items were reversed such that the higher the score 
obtained for Benefit, the lower the amount of benefit perceived. The bi-dimensionality 
of Altruistic motivation attribution of CSR scale was tested using conformation factor 
analysis. From Figure 3 it can be seen that the model fitted well (x^ = 15.485, df=A,p 
< .05; CFI = .956; NFI = .943; GFI = .969). Hence, the bi-dimensionality of Altruistic 
motivation attribution of CSR scale was confirmed. 
Benefit 1 650 
~ ~ B e n e f i t 2 " " " U - . 8 1 0 ^ 1 "Benefit 
—— r \(reverse sconedy \ 
.239 
Gsnuino门6SS 1 72� f \ j 
G - 剛 e s s 2 h - ..二 
Genuineness 3 k - \ / X^ = 15.485. df = 4. p < .05; 
乂 CFI = .956, NFI = .943. GFI = .969 
Figure 3. Bi-dimensionality of Altruistic motivation attribution of CSR. (All paths 
were significant at p = .05 level.) (For simplicity the error terms are omitted.) 
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Product attributes. The original Product attributes scale did not specify its 
dimensionality. Reviewing the content of the items a three-dimension model was 
proposed, including Quality, Safety, and Price attractiveness. This model was tested 
using conformation factor analysis. From Figure 4 it can be seen that the model had a 
good fit = 38.423, df= 11,/? < .001; CFI = .962; NFI = .948; GFI = .944). Hence, 
the tri-dimensionality of Product attributes scale was confirmed. 
Quality 1 K .836 _ / ^ d u T ^ 
Quality 2 .841 attribute k 
Quality 3 遍 \ 
\ 
S^fSTl k - 751 / Product \ 
y _ r - attribute •化S 
Safety 2 別 ^ 
/ Product \ / 
Price 1 K - .878 / attribute W 
^ ^ ^ -Price 广 X^ = 38.423,df = 11. p < .001; 
^ Xattractivenesy | CFI = .962, NFI = .948. GFI = .944 
Figure 4, Tri-dimensionality of Product attributes. (All paths were significant at p 
=.05 level.) (For simplicity the error terms are omitted.) 
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Consumer responses. The concept of Consumer responses is composed of three 
components, namely, affect, cognition, behavior. As mentioned in previous session, 
affective and cognitive components were usually measured jointly. In the present 
study the scales Trust towards company and Attitude towards company tapped into 
both the affective and cognitive components of Consumer responses. Therefore, these 
two scales formed a bi-dimensional model of Affective and cognitive consumer 
responses. From Figure 5 it can be seen that the bi-dimensionality was confirmed 
=44.661, df= \9,p< .001; CFI = .975; NFI = .958; GFI = .948). The behavioral 
component of Consumer responses was measured by Purchase intention, which was 
proposed to have two dimensions, Promotion to others and Self purchase. Promotion 
to others was measured by two items, asking participants whether they would 
recommend their friends to purchase the product from the company. Self purchase, in 
contrast, asked participants whether they would purchase the product in the near 
future. It also contained two items. From Figure 6 it can be seen that the 
bi-dimensionality of this scale was confirmed = 11.526, df= \,p< .001; CFI 




Trust 2 卜 . 5 0 9 Affect a n d \ 
Trust 3 卜 .689 Cognition W 
Trust 4 .878 ^ ^ V Trust J \ 
Trust 5 r 844 
Attitude 1 .880 ^ _ _ / M ^ ^ ^ ^ j 
Attitude 2 卜——.906 J^ I I ^ r：^! Cognition W 
Attitude 3 .89 了 V ^ t t i t u d ^ x^ = 44.661 . d f = 1 9 . p < .001; 
~ |CFI = .975.NFI = .958. GFI = .948 
Figure 5. Bi-dimensionality of Affective and cognitive consumer responses (All paths 
were significant at p = .05 level.) (For simplicity the error terms are omitted.) 
/ ^ u r c h a s e \ 
Promote 1 卜 ~ .789 / Intention \ 
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議 y |CFI = .951.NFI = .949. GFI = .966 
Figure 6. Bi-dimensionality of Purchase intention (All paths were significant at p 
=.05 level.) (For simplicity the error terms are omitted.) 
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Reliability 
For the nine scales, the Cronbach's alphas of nine of them ranged from .68 to .92, 
which could be regarded as satisfactory to good: Consensus (3 items, a = .79), 
Distinctiveness (3 items, a = .74), Consistency (2 items, a = .68), Amount of 
promotion (3 items, a = .76)，Altruistic motivation attribution of CSR (5 items, a 
=.68)，Product attributes (7 items, a = .89), Affective and cognitive consumer 
responses (9 items, a = .92)，Purchase intention (4 items, a = .79). The scale Amount 
of cost (2 items, a = .55) was the only scale which had less satisfactory reliability. 
Model testing results 
Before testing the hypothesized model a MANOVA analysis was carried out. 
Proposed in Kelley's (1971) classic attribution model, there should be interaction 
effects between Consensus, Distinctiveness and Consistency. For people to attribute 
the cause to dispositional factor, low consensus, low distinctiveness and high 
consistency should appear at the same time. Therefore, a MANOVA was carried out to 
test if there was any interaction effect of these variables on consumer responses. The 
MANOVA results showed that the interaction effects among Consensus’ 
Distinctiveness and Consistency were nonsignificant {Consensus x Distinctiveness: 
厂(132，128) = 1.206,;? > .05; Consensus x Consistency: F(100,128) = 1.046,;? > .05; 
Distinctiveness x Consistency: F(84，128) = 1.363，；？ > .05; Consensus x Consistency x 
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Distinctiveness: F(24,128) = 1.265，/? > .05). As a result, the approach of using 
structural equation modeling (SEM) to test the main effects of these variables, without 
taking into account their interaction effects, could be justified. 
To test the hypothesized model SEM approach was used. For imidimensional 
scales the mean of the whole scale was used for SEM analysis (e.g., the mean of the 
three items of Consensus served as the single indicator of Consensus); for scales with 
more than one dimensions, the mean of each subscale served as one of the indicators 
(e.g., Attribution had two indicators, one was the mean of the subscale Benefit and the 
other Genuineness). 
Using SEM for analysis, the original proposed model did not have a satisfactory 
good fit = 194.286，df= 70，p < .001; CFI = .897; NFI = .851; GFI = .867). 
Therefore the model was refined by adding a correlation path between Distinctiveness 
and Consistency, as it was discovered that there existed a strong correlation between 
these two scales. From Figure 7 it can be seen that the refined model had a 
satisfactory good fit ( / = 161.613, df 二 69,p< .001; CFI = .924; NFI = .876; GFI 
=.886). All the standardized path coefficients are also shown in Figure 7. 
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Hypothesis 1 stated that, when consumers attribute corporate motivation of doing 
CSR as altruistic, there will be a positive impact on consumer responses (cognitive, 
affective and behavioral components). The path from Altruistic attribution of CSR to 
Affective and cognitive consumer responses was significant (fi = .392，t = 2.582, p 
< .05), while that to Purchase intention was not {fi = .040, t = .349,/? > .05). Hence 
Hypothesis 1 was just partially supported. 
Hypotheses 2 to 6 concerned about the effect of Consensus, Distinctiveness, 
Consistency, Amount of cost and Amount ofpromotion on Altruistic motivation 
attribution of CSR respectively. In brief, it was hypothesized that when there is low 
consensus {H2), low distinctiveness {H3) and high consistency (H4) in the CSR 
activities; when the perceived amount of cost associated with the CSR is high (H3); 
and when the amount of promotion of the CSR done is low (//g), altruistic motivation 
attribution would more likely be made. Only the paths from Consistency {p = .481, t = 
2.310，< .05), Amount of cost (fi = .289, t = 2.552, p < .05) and Amount ofpromotion 
ifi = -.350, t = -2.495, p < .05) to Attribution were significant, as a result, only 
Hypotheses 4，5 and 6 were supported. 
Hypotheses 7 and 8，proposing paths from Amount of cost to Distinctiveness {Hj) 
and from Amount of cost to Consistency {Hg) were supported {fi = -.472, t = -7.439, p 
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< .05; p = .217, t = 3.418,;? < .05; respectively). In other words, when consumers 
perceived that the company performed CSR towards various target groups (i.e., lower 
Distinctiveness), or when they perceived that the company conducted CSR for a long 
time (i.e., higher Consistency) they would tend to perceive a larger amount of cost 
associated with the CSR. 
Total amount of variance explained 
For Altruistic motivation attribution of CSR, an amount of .630 of the variance 
was explained by the five variables Consensus, Distinctiveness, Consistency, Amount 
of cost and Amount ofpromotion. For consumer responses, .793 of the variance of 
Affective and cognitive consumer responses was explained by Altruistic motivation 
attribution of CSR and Product attributes', while .467 of the variance of Purchase 
intention was explained by Altruistic motivation attribution of CSR, Product attributes 
and Affective and cognitive consumer responses. 
35 
Chapter 4. Discussion 
The present study aimed at addressing two research questions. The first question 
concerned about the potential role of attribution in explaining the CSR effect; while 
the second question was related to the mechanism of how consumers form the 
attribution. From the result, some promising findings were discovered, which would 
be discussed in the following sessions. 
Attribution as the underlying explanation of CSR effect 
The partial support for Hypothesis 1 provided some evidences for the role played 
by attribution in CSR effect. In the present study it was found that, when the 
consumers have stronger belief that the company has an altruistic motivation to do the 
CSR activities, they would have greater trust in and more positive attitude towards the 
company. This effect was significant even the effect from product attributes was taken 
into account. 
The influence of attribution on affective and cognitive components of consumer 
responses (measured by Trust towards company and Attitude towards company in the 
present study) might help explain the inconsistent findings in the existing literature. 
As mentioned in previous sessions, existing literature studying the effect of CSR 
performance on consumer responses reported both positive and nonsignificant effects. 
Based on the present study result, the inconsistent findings might be related to 
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attribution of the CSR activities. When egoistic attribution was made, negative or 
nonsignificant effects would result; and when altruistic attribution was formed, 
positive effects would be found. Of course this conclusion cannot be drawn from past 
research as attribution was not measured in them; and the present study could only 
serve as an exploratory study. Obviously, more research should be done in this aspect 
to further verify this idea. 
In contrast, the effect of altruistic attribution was found to be nonsignificant to 
affect consumers' purchase behavior. In the present study, purchase behavior was only 
affected by consumers' rating on the product attributes. There were two possible 
explanations for this result. On one hand, the present result related to purchase 
behavior might be industry specific. In the present study the company used is in fast 
food industry, in which product attributes (e.g., the quality of food) would be an 
important attribute to determine purchase behavior. Therefore the effect of attribution 
of CSR on behavioral aspect might not be that influential. On the other hand, the 
result might suggest that attribution of CSR activities indeed did not affect consumers' 
purchase intention. In this case, it would be of important managerial implication that 
altruistic attribution of CSR activities does not necessarily generate revenue by 
attracting more purchase. Altruistic attribution of CSR activities would affect 
consumers in terms of increasing their trust and positive attitude towards the company, 
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but this would not translate into purchase behavior. Both explanations were possible 
according to the present study result, and obviously more research should be done 
across different company and industries, before we can deduce any conclusion about 
the effect from attribution of CSR activities on purchase intention. 
Mechanism of how consumers form attribution of CSR activities 
The second research question of the present study aimed at finding out what 
factors would affect consumers in forming attribution of organization's motives to do 
CSR activities. A pilot qualitative questionnaire study was conducted to explore how 
consumers make attribution. Based on the information obtained, and with Kelley's 
(1971) classic attribution model incorporated in it, a five-dimension model was 
developed and tested in the main study. From the present study result, this 
five-dimension model was found to have satisfactory model fit. As the results were 
complicated, it is worth to discuss each dimension in detail. 
Consensus. Consensus in the CSR context is the extent to which other company 
also perform similar CSR activities. In the present study, its path to attribution was 
nonsignificant. In other words, consensus is not affecting the CSR attribution process, 
which contradicted with what Kelley's (1971) attribution model proposed. This might 
be related to the context of CSR. Until the present day, CSR is still a new concept, and 
consumers just start to be aware of it. Their knowledge of companies' CSR activities 
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just starts to accumulate, and they may only focus on companies they are dealing with. 
As a result, when forming perception of CSR, consumers may focus on the particular 
company only, without benchmarking with other organizations. Therefore, whether 
the company behave similarly with others towards CSR would not affect their 
perception and attribution. However, in the future consumers may have greater 
understanding and awareness of CSR concept, and consensus may have its impact on 
attribution at that time. Clearly, more research should be carried out to further 
examine the effect of consensus on attribution and consumer responses. 
Distinctiveness and Consistency. In CSR context, distinctiveness is the extent to 
which the company conducts CSR activities towards various different targets; and 
consistency is the extent to which the company performs CSR activities for a long 
period of time. These two variables, in the present model, were found to be highly 
correlated. This was inconsistent with what Kelley's (1971) attribution model 
proposed, in which all three elements, consensus, distinctiveness and consistency, 
should be independent from each other. In fact, this was a surprise finding for this 
study as well, and the correlation between distinctiveness and consistency was of 
great strength that the model was modified by adding a correlation path between them. 
This surprise finding suggested that, in interpreting CSR activities, consumers tend to 
be unable to differentiate information from distinctiveness and consistency. In other 
39 
words, when the company performs CSR activities towards various different target 
groups (low distinctiveness), consumers would tend to view that the company is 
having a long CSR history (high consistency); and vice versa. Moreover, from the 
study it was found that consistency exerted a direct effect on attribution, while the 
effect from distinctiveness was only indirectly through amount of cost. Therefore, it 
could be concluded that, among the three classic variables in Kelley's (1971) 
attribution model, only the factor consistency played a significant direct role in 
affecting consumer attribution. 
Amount of cost and amount ofpromotion. Amount of cost and amount of 
promotion associated with the CSR activities were two additional elements proposed 
in the present model, compared to the original Kelley's (1971) attribution model. 
These two new factors were found to have significant impact on consumer attribution 
in CSR context. In the present study, greater amount of resources invested into the 
CSR activities would lead to altruistic attribution; while greater amount of promotion 
would make consumers less likely to attribute company's underlying motives as 
altruistic. The significant findings about these new elements had theoretical 
implications, for which they revealed insufficiency of the classic attribution model in 
capturing the whole picture of how people form attribution in CSR context. In the 
present study, after taken into account the effects from original elements consensus. 
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distinctiveness and consistency, the two new elements, amount of cost and amount of 
promotion, still exerted direct effects on attribution. Moreover, these two new 
elements even outperformed the original elements consensus and distinctiveness, 
which were found to have no significant direct impacts at all (consensus), or have an 
effect mediated by the amount of cost (distinctiveness). In other words, to influence 
attribution in CSR context, consistency would be the only original factor that would 
exert an effect; and considering new factors amount of cost and amount of promotion 
would be useful. 
Managerial implication of the present study 
The present study was among the first to investigate the role that attribution 
plays in CSR. The results suggested some ideas for managerial practice. First, 
attribution of CSR activities was found to influence affective and cognitive 
components of consumer responses (trust and attitude towards company) but not the 
behavioral component (purchase intention). Therefore, companies should not form 
unrealistic expectation that altruistic attribution of CSR would increase the revenue. 
The second implication is related to the mechanism of how consumers form 
attribution. The present finding suggested that only the factor consistency, amount of 
cost and amount of promotion could predict attribution significantly. Therefore, to 
increase consumers' likelihood of forming altruistic attribution of the CSR activities, 
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organizations should focus on these three factors to achieve the maximum impact. 
In terms of consistency, companies should stress the long history they have in 
doing CSR. If the company is already having a long history of doing CSR activities, 
there may be little added positive impact by extending the CSR to other target groups, 
as distinctiveness was found to have no direct effect on attribution. In contrast, if the 
company starts relatively late, they could make use of the distinctiveness factor. As 
there existed a correlation between distinctiveness and consistency, serving various 
target groups would help forming the perception of a long CSR history, and hence 
having an indirect impact on attribution. Besides, distinctiveness exerted indirect 
effect on attribution through amount of cost, implying that the late-starting companies 
could serve various target groups to increase consumers' perception of large amount 
of cost invested, which in turn would have an impact on attribution. 
Amount of cost was found to affect consumer attribution directly and positively. 
Therefore the organization should also stress the amount of resources invested in the 
CSR activities. With regards to the amount of promotion, companies have to pay 
attention to amount of promotion made for the CSR activities conducted. On one hand, 
if there is a great amount of promotion of the CSR activities, consumers would be 
suspicious about the underlying motives of the company, and hence a negative impact 
on consumers' trust and attitude would be resulted. On the other hand, if the company 
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does not promote the CSR activities, consumers would not know about it, and hence 
the positive effects from CSR on consumer responses could not be brought out. This 
paradox suggests that there might be an optimum level of promotion of CSR activities, 
such that consumers would be aware of company's CSR, and at the same time would 
not form egoistic attribution. However, research on this optimum level is still in lack. 
To be conservative organizations should monitor consumers' reaction to their CSR 
promotion in order to avoid the over-promotion effect. 
Limitation of the present study and further research direction 
The present study discovered some promising results in relating attribution to 
CSR effect on consumers. However, the study was not without limitations. The first 
limitation would be on participants. The sample of the present study was university 
students, who were with higher education level. As CSR is a relatively new and 
complex concept, university students might have a better understanding about it, and 
be more affected by it. But for other segments of consumers, such as those with a 
lower education level, they might be less affected. Hence, the findings in this study 
might have limited generalization. Therefore, testing the model using different 
consumer segmentation groups would help drawing a generalized conclusion. 
The second limitation lied on the measurements. First of all, the reliabilities of 
the scales used in the present study ranged from satisfactory to good only. Clearly, 
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refining the measurements to achieve better reliabilities would be a way to improve 
the present study. Having more replication of the study would also help to establish 
the test-retest reliabilities of the scales developed. 
Thirdly, the industry-specificity of the current study posed a limitation as well. 
As discussed in pervious sessions, using fast food shop as the case might lead to 
industry-specific results in terms of purchase behavior. Using one particular 
organization may hinder us to generalize the result to other industries and companies 
as well. Therefore, the present proposed model should be tested on different types of 
company to increase its generalizability. 
Finally, although the present study did provide some promising results, as it was 
among the first to explore the effect of attribution on CSR influence on consumer 
responses, more research in this area will be warranted. 
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(The above is the explanation of CSR concept) 
1.在你印象中，有沒有任何一間公司，所做的上述活動或行爲，讓你覺得他們 
是出於真誠、真心想回饋社會的？請寫出爲什麼你覺得這些公司是真心想回 
饋社會的 ° (Can you think of any companies, which performing the above 
mentioned activities, that makes you think they are truly contributing to the 




請寫出爲什麼你覺得這些公司_真心想回饋社會的0 (Can you think of any 
companies, which performing the above mentioned activities, that makes you 
think they are not altruistic (e.g., just want to improve their image, attract 




時，你會考慮什麼因素或條件？請列出這些因素及條件�(In general, when 
you have to judge a company's motivation to perform CSR activities, what 










Gender: M / F 
Age: 20 or below / 21-25 / 26-30 / 31 or above 
Education level: Form 7 / University / MPhil or above 
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire of pilot study 2 (for choosing the organization as the case) 
(A) Please evaluate the overall corporate image you have for the following 
companies. When you are doing the evaluation, you can consider the criteria 
listed below: 
Perceived Corporate Management; 
Perceived Quality of Products and Services; 
Perceived Treatment of Employees; 
Perceived Social Responsibility; 
Perceived Advertising and Marketing Activities; 
Perceived Corporate Dynamism & Financial Prospect 
1. KFC Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
2. McDonald's Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
3. Caf6 deCoral (大家樂） Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
4. Fairwood (大快活） Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
5. Pizza Hut Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
6. Maxim's Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
7. Reebok Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
8. Nike Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
9. Addidas Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
10. Bossini Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
11. Giordano Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
12. Disneyland Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
13. Ocean Park Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
14. Universal Studio Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
15. Centanet (中原地產） Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
16. Midland (美聯物業） Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
17. HSBC Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
18. Standard Chartered Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
19. Hang Seng Bank Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
20. Bank of China Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
21. HK Jockey Club Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
22. CLP Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
23. HK Electric Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
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(B) How much do you sure the following companies have participated activities that 
are socially responsible, such as donating money to charity, encouraging staff to 
be do voluntary work, hiring minorities, forming partnership with charities, 
caring about the the environment, etc. 
Definitely yes Unsure Definitely not 
1. KFC 1 2 3 
2. McDonald's 1 2 3 
3. Cafe deCoral (大家樂) 1 2 3 
4. Fairwood (大快活) 1 2 3 
5. Pizza Hut 1 2 3 
6. Maxim's 1 2 3 
7. Reebok 1 2 3 
8. Nike 1 2 3 
9. Addidas 1 2 3 
10. Bossini 1 2 3 
11. Giordano 1 2 3 
12. Disneyland 1 2 3 
13. Ocean Park 1 2 3 
14. Universal Studio 1 2 3 
15. Centanet (中原地產） 1 2 3 
16. Midland (美聯物業） 1 1 3 
17. HSBC 1 2 3 
18. Standard Chartered 1 2 3 
19. Hang Seng Bank 1 2 3 
20. Bank of China 1 2 3 
21. HK Jockey Club 1 2 3 
22. CLP 1 2 3 
23. HK Electric 1 2 3 
(C) Demographic information 
Age: 
Gender: Male / Female 
Education level: Form 5 or below / Form 6 to 7 / University or above 
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Appendix 3 ： Result of pilot study 2 (for choosing the organization as the case) 
Image CSR (%) 
Mean S.D. Surely yes Unsure Surely not 
1. KFC 4.39 1.057 10.2 87.8 ^ 
2. McDonald's 4 .16 1.375 91.8 6.2 2.0 
3. Cafe deCoral 4 .86 .842 8.2 87.8 4.0 
4. Fairwood 4.55 .891 6.1 87.8 6.1 
5. Pizza Hut 4 .94 .876 2.0 ^ 2.0 
6. Maxim's 4 .58 .846 8.2 87.8 4 .0 
7. Reebok 4.35 .805 12.2 81.6 6.2 
8. Nike 5.00 1.307 49.0 42.8 8.2 
9. Addidas 5.12 1.073 34.7 59.2 6.1 
10. Bossini 4 .39 .812 20.4 77.6 2.0 
11. Giordano 4.39 .837 18.4 79.6 2.0 
12. Disneyland 3.41 1.368 30.6 59.2 10.2 
13. Ocean Park 5.73 1.016 61.2 36.8 2 .0 
14. Universal Studio 4.45 .829 4.2 91.8 0.0 
15. Centanet 3.88 1.084 4.1 71.4 24.5 
16. Midland 3.88 .949 4.1 71.4 24.5 
17. HSBC 5.33 1.214 67.4 30.6 2 .0 
18. Standard Chartered 4 .69 .918 51.1 46.9 2 .0 
19. Hang Seng Bank 5.14 .842 36.8 61.2 2.0 
20. Bank of China 4 .80 .957 24.5 73.5 2.0 
21. HK Jockey Club 4.31 1.432 93.9 6.1 0.0 
22. CLP 4.55 1.385 55.1 44 .9 0.0 
23. HK Electric 3.71 1.061 12.2 85.8 2.0 
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Other similar international organizations (e.g., Addidas, Disneyland, etc.) 




Compared with McDonald's, other similar international organizations (e.g., 




McDonald's performs similar public service as that of similar international 




Different kinds of communities benefit from McDonald's public service. (R) 
(Distinctiveness 2) 
麥當勞所做的公益活動類型廣泛。（R) 




People with different ages, different social status, or from different 





McDonald's has a long history of performing public service. 
(Consistency 2) 
麥當勞擁有良好的從事公益活動的紀錄。 
McDonald's has a good record of performing public service. 
Amount of cost 
(Cost 1) 
相比它每年的盈利，麥當勞只拿出少部份的資源去從事公益活動。（R) 




McDonald's invests a large amount of resources to public service. 
Amount of promotion 
(Promotion 1) 
麥當勞爲自己的公益活動大賣廣告，大肆宣傳。 
McDonald's has a lot of promotion about the public service done. 
(Promotion 2) 
麥當勞經常宣傳所做的公益活動。 
McDonald's promote its public service frequently. 
(Promotion 3) 
麥當勞低調地舉辦公益活動。（R) 
McDonald's perform the public service in low profile. (R) 
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Altruistic motivation attribution of CSR 
(Benefit 1) 
透過從事公益活動，麥當勞能改善形象。 




From the public service done, McDonald's can benefit directly or indirectly 
(e.g., attract more customers, increase its publicity). 
(Genuineness 1) 
麥當勞從事公益活動，主要目的是回饋社會。 




McDonald's cares about the society. 
(Genuineness 3) 
麥當勞是真心回饋社會的。 





How favorable is your judgment of this product? 
(Quality 2) 
麥當勞的產品及服務質素很好。 
What do you think about the quality of this product? 
(Quality 3) 
和其他類似的產品及服務比較，麥當勞的產品及服務的品質很好。 




Does this product give you a safe feeling? 
(Safety 2) 
你覺得麥當勞的產品及服務可靠。 
Do you find this product reliable? 
(Price attractiveness 1) 
麥當勞的產品及服務物有所値。 
How high do you think the returns of this product are for the customer 
(Price attractiveness 2) 
麥當勞的產品及服務吸弓[。 
Do you find this product attractive? 
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Affective and cognitive consumer responses 
(Attitude 1) 
我對麥當勞這公司感覺良好。 
Altogether, I like the company. 
(Attitude 2) 
我對麥當勞這公司的印象不好。（R) 
My impression of the company is unfavorable. (R) 
(Attitude 3) 
總括而言，我喜歡麥當勞這公司。 
I have a good feeling about the company. 
(Trust 1) 
我信賴麥當勞這公司。 
I trust this company. 
(Trust 2) 
麥當勞顧及客戶的利益。 
I feel that I can rely on this company to serve well. 
(Trust 3) 
我相信麥當勞不會試圖欺騙我。 
I believe that I can trust this company will not try to cheat me. 
(Trust 4) 
麥當勞這公司是可靠的。 
This company is reliable. 
(Trust 5) 
我覺得我可以依賴麥當勞提供優良服務及產品。 
This company is mainly concerned with the customer's interests. 
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Purchase intention 
(Promote to others 1) 
如果我需要購買類似產品給朋友，我會選擇麥當勞。 
If I were planning to buy a product of this type for my friend, I would choose 
this company. 
(Promote to others 2) 
當我的朋友打算光顧類似的餐廳時，我會向朋友推薦麥當勞。 
If a friend were looking for a product of this type, I would advise him or her 
to purchase this product. 
(Self purchase 1) 
我會於這星期內光顧麥當勞。 
I would purchase this product within this week. 
(Self purchase 2) 
我會於這個月內光顧麥當勞。 
I would purchase this product within this month. 
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